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Reply Comments of IP Communications Corporation on SBC’s Applications for
271 Relief in Kansas and Oklahoma
On October 26 2000, SBC Communications Inc. and its subsidiaries, Southwestern Bell

Telephone Company and Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc., d/b/a Southwestern
Bell Long Distance (collectively, SWBT and/or SBC) filed a joint application for authorization
to provide in-region, interLATA service in the States of Kansas and Oklahoma, pursuant to
section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (the Act), 47 U.S.C. § 271. 1P
Communications Corporation (“IP”) filed comments on November 11, 2000 and an ex parte

letter that affectively supplemented those comments on November 30, 2000. IP hereby provides




reply comments pursuant to the Common Carrier Bureau’s Public Notice' to elaborate and

support certain points raised in the evaluation of the Department of Justice (“DOJ”).

I INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The DOJ Evaluation® noted specific deficiencies in the SWBT applications. Specifically,
those comments discussed concerns relating to the unbundled network element (“UNE”) rates
charged by SWBT and the lackings within the evidence provided by SWBT regarding its OSSs.
As a participant in the state proceedings, IP has equally raised these concerns at the state level
and in prior FCC filings. For example, during the Oklahoma hearing, in the area of UNEs used
for digital subscriber line (DSL)-based services, IP raised concerns regarding rate levels and the
lack of state-specific provisioning data in IP’s prefiled testimony, in live testimony, and during
cross examination. IP urges a thorough evaluation of the records at the state level so the
Commission can confirm that the underlying record is supportive of the DOJ Evaluation and the
concerns previously raised by IP.

In these reply comments, IP seeks to accomplish two tasks. First, IP provides additional
comment to support the position taken by the DOIJ that the existence of the Alternative
Regulation Rates (“Alt Reg Rates”) cannot be used to support the 271 application. Second, IP

elaborates on one key point in the DOJ’s Evaluation that was also discussed by IP, i.e.

' Comments Requested On The Application By SBC Communications Inc. For Authorization Under Section 271

Of The Communications Act To Provide In-Region, Interlata Service In The States Of Kansas And Oklahoma, FCC
Public Notice, CC Docket No. 00-217 (rel. Oct. 26, 2000).

It is worth noting that while the DOJ Evaluation raises critical concerns, that evaluation was narrow in scope.
As such, the DOJ Evaluation does not address other critical issues raised by IP that have a specific relevance to
advanced services. The additional issues include, but are not limited to, failure to unbundled Pronto-related facilities
and provide unfiltered loop make-up information as required by the UNE Remand Order.




provisioning performance from one state cannot be used to support a 271 application in another
state.

As stated in IP’s initial comments, IP is hopeful that the FCC will reject the applications
not to make life difficult for SWBT but so the existing deficiencies can be addressed by IP and
others at the state level such that when these applications come back to the Commission, there
will be a record in place that can be used to evaluate the true status of competition in these states.
Additionally, as noted above, IP has provided proposed solutions regarding rates that should
immediately address both the DOJ’s concerns regarding rates charged now as well as a process
for obtaining permanent rates that would likely address DOJ’s reasonable concerns as to blindly
relying on interim rates in these applications.

II. ALT REG RATES DO NOT ADDRESS THE CONCERNS AS TO
EXCESSIVE RATES

As stated in IP’s initial comments, the rates in Kansas and Oklahoma are generally
excessive when compared to the Texas rates that this Commission found to be TELRIC-based in
its Texas 271 Order.’ The DOJ Evaluation equally reflected the inflated nature of the rates in
these states. In addition to raising the excessive nature of SWBT’s O2A and K2A rates, DOJ
also noted that it would be inappropriate to consider the temporary Alt Reg rates in Oklahoma as
a cure for the excessive O2A rates. This is true for a number of reasons and while IP does not
possess expert and detailed knowledge regarding the vast number of limitations in the Alt Reg

plan, IP has become aware of a number of deficiencies.

Application by SBC Communications Inc., Southwestern Bell Telephone Company, And Southwestern Bell
Communications Services Inc. d/b/a Southwestern Bell Long Distance Pursuant to Section 271 of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996 To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Texas, Memorandum Opinion and
Order, CC Docket No. 00-65, rel. June 30, 2000 (“Texas 271 Order”)




First and foremost, the Alt Reg plan excludes on DSL related UNEs. As such, when
reviewing the barriers to entry in DSL markets created by excessive O2A rates, the existence of
Alt Reg rates is truly irrelevant. IP, for example, is a DSL provider. The UNEs purchased by IP
will largely be the following: xDSL loops, line sharing- related UNEs (e.g. the high frequency
portion of the loop “HFPL”, and unbundled splitter ports), unbundled transport (e.g. DS1, DS3,
and OC3 capacities), transport-related UNEs (e.g. entrance facilities), next generation digital
loop carrier-related UNEs and, as markets mature, dark fiber. Instead of addressing, for
example, xDSL loops, the Alt Reg rates are largely limited to UNE-P related UNEs. As a result,
none of the Alt Reg rates will offset the barriers to entry created by the excessive O2A rates.

Additionally, the Alt Reg rates come with various strings attached. First, their
availability is limited in time. Thus, while SWBT may be arguing that the existence of an O2A
that lasts four years into the future effectuates a lowering of barriers, the Alt Reg plan may expire
long before that. Second, the Alt Reg plan is limited in quantity. As certain competition
thresholds are reached, the Alt Reg rates evaporate. What will be left are the excessive O2A
rates, which are a barrier to entry as a result of their being far in excess of forward-looking cost.
Third, the CLEC that accepts the Alt Reg plan must waive its right to adopt the SBC/Ameritech
Merger Condition discounts created by this Commission. As a result, not only are the Alt Reg
rates higher than in Texas, the CLEC is required cede its right to merger-related discounts. On
the other hand, what this Commission should expect is O2A rates that are consistent with the
Texas-T2A rates. If the Oklahoma commission wishes to approve an optional discount plan like
Alt Reg to cut deeper than the Texas rates, then — and only then — would it be appropriate for a

CLEC to be required to pass on the merger condition discounts.




Finally, the Alt Reg rates do not address other excessive rates not discussed above. Of
particular concern to IP are excessive OSS service order charges which are well above the Texas
rates even though SWBT’s 271 application is based upon its argument that the same systems and
local service center (“LSC”) employees handle CLEC orders throughout the five-state region.
Similarly, other DSL-related transaction charges are excessive. For example, SWBT charges
over $92 for a manual loop qualification. This is well in excess of the Texas rate. Other
necessary UNEs/services, such as loop conditioning and collocation, were very recently
converted from excessive rates to “interim” rates. Not only to the very recent excessive rates
contribute to the failure of competition to develop in these states, i.e. the SWBT’s excessive rates
contributed to the lack of sufficient volumes to monitor SWBT market performance that was
noted in the DOJ Evaluation, the fact that the new interim rates are in place gives CLECs little
comfort as to the long term prospects in these states given the excessive rates that have been
approved historically. IP has offered a process, discussed in IP’s initial comments, that if
implemented would not only put in place reasonable TELRIC-based rates today but set up a
narrowly tailored procedure for making state-specific adjustments when truly appropriate. Such
a process should address the concerns raised in the DOJ Evaluation.

So it is clear, IP stated the following in its initial comments.

“IP’s proposal for Kansas and Oklahoma, as filed in Missouri, is as follows:

1. “The existing T2A, the Texas collocation tariff, Texas xDSL interim rates, Texas
line sharing interim rates, Texas line splitting interim rates once developed and
Texas Pronto-related interim rates once developed, be adopted as interim

Missouri rates.’




2. ‘When the permanent collocation, xDSL, line sharing, line splitting, and Pronto-
related permanent rates are set in Texas, those rates will become the new interim
rates in Missouri’;

3. ‘For the T2A rates that are permanent in Texas today, SWBT and CLECs will
have six months to establish state-specific cost factor hearing to adjust the rates
based on proven state-specific differences between Texas and Missouri. If no
request is made in the 6 month period, the rates become permanent’;

4. °As the collocation, xDSL, line sharing, line splitting, and Pronto rates become
permanent in Texas, the same 6 month period would apply’; and

5. ‘All interim rates would be subject to true-up with the exception that for those
rates that are permanent in the T2A, the ability to true-up the rates would go away
if Missouri-specific rates are not developed within 6 months after a conforming
M2A is approved. For those rates that are not permanent in Texas, if Missouri-
specific rates are not developed within 6 months of those rates being final in

Texas, there would not be a true-up’.”

III. LACK OF DEMONSTRATED PERFORMANCE TO CLECS TO SUPPORT
SWBT’S COMPLIANCE WITH THE LINE SHARING ORDER AND THE UNE
REMAND ORDER.

The lack of demonstrated performance in Kansas and Oklahoma to demonstrate Section

271 compliance was raised in the DOJ Evaluation, as well as IP’s initial comments.

* Comments of 1P Communications Corporation on SBC’s Applications for 271 Relief in Kansas and Oklahoma, at
7-8. (“IP Initial Comments™).



What the DOJ Evaluation does not mention, which was brought to the Kansas
commission’s attention in IP’s supplemental comments at the state level, is the fact that during
the 271 hearing in Oklahoma, the SWBT performance measure expert agreed that provisioning
performance from one state cannot be used to support a 271 application in another. Specifically,
during the Kansas state proceeding, IP informed the Kansas commission that SWBT effectively
agreed with IP that the Kansas Staff’s rationale was faulty. The following section is quoted from

IP supplemental comments that were filed in Kansas in September.’

“In IP’s reply comments, IP discussed a number of positions and
conclusions regarding DSL provisioning (e.g. XDSL loops and line sharing).
The following is a limited sample of the statements from those reply
comments:

“What is clearly incorrect is Staff’s expansion of that principle to apply the
“Regional Analysis” to provisioning issues. Provisioning is based on state-
specific (and often central office specific) factors including the level of
staffing in a particular office, the level of staffing in the regional area, the
quality of training, local practice, level of employee retention, workload,
average experience, success of local management teams, average number of
customers per central office, etc. Consequently, it is erroneous to assume that
provisioning performance in one location will be repeated in another location.
A cursory review of performance data will prove that. There are substantial
variations from one state to another. In fact, in Texas, there are substantial
variations from the four market areas within that state. For example, at page 9
of the consultants’ report attached to Staff’s recommendation, the consultants
make it clear that it is the “systems” that it believes have regional attributes.
The consultants were very clear to limit their discussion to “systems,” which
excludes provisioning.

‘At page 51, Staff finds that “SWBT is providing non-
discriminatory access to xDSL capable loops.” The
recommendation does not support that statement. Instead, there is
a one sentence reference to the pre-order and provisioning
processes being identical through out the 5-state region. No data is
cited to support the conclusion. No reference to the ordering or
maintenance processes are discussed. Most importantly, no

> IP Communications Corporation’s Post Initial Administrative Meeting Comments,, September 30, 2000 (“IP
Supplemental. Kansas Comments™).




justification is made to support the extrapolation that the existence
of identical “provisioning processes”, if that is accurate,
automatically means CLECs are receiving parity treatment and that
SWBT has taken the steps in Kansas to assure parity treatment.
Only performance data can support a conclusion that xDSL loops
are provisioned at parity in Kansas. And if adequate commercial
performance does not exist, then test performance is necessary.
Staff’s erroneous conclusion appears to result from two high level
errors. First, the premise that provisioning results are portable
from state-to-state is erroneous as discussed above. Second, Staff
does not appear to be applying a burden of proof on SWBT. It is
SWBT’s obligation to support its application with evidence
necessary to support each and every element of its application.
Staff does not appear to have required such information to support
its recommendation.

‘It should go without saying that to meet its burden of proof,
SWBT must demonstrate parity loop performance in Kansas.
Similarly, that burden must be supported by proof of actual
performance not promises or hopes for the future. Yet, Staff’s
Recommendation, after noting deteriorating performance on page
60 states the following at page 61, “To the extent that SWBT uses
common processes to install xDSL service, Staff believes as
Kansas order volumes increase, SWBT’s parity performance
will more closely align with that of its other states.” The
recommendation goes on to find compliance with the checklist
item based on a belief that things will be better in the future. A
271 application cannot be supported by such “nonevidence”.

‘As with xDSL loop performance, Staff has a lot of confidence in
SWBT since it avoids the lack of any commercial data to support
the application regarding line sharing by simply noting at page 62
that “Staff believes that SWBT will be in compliance with the
Line sharing provisions once data is available.”
Notwithstanding Staff’s belie[f], such is not the test. SWBT must
provide sufficient commercial data to demonstrate compliance or

k24

pass an independent third party test’.

“Unfortunately, Staff has not used the opportunity afforded to it to
modify its recommendation to account for the obvious failure of SWBT to
prove its 271 compliance with sufficient, if any, evidence in this critical area.
IP includes this issue in its supplemental comments because it is clear from
testimony from SWBT during the Oklahoma 271 proceeding that SWBT
agrees with IP on the proper application of provisioning performance data.
The following questions were asked by IP’s counsel with answers provided by
SWBT witness Randy Dysart in Oklahoma (the transcript pages [we]re




attached [to IP’s supplement/post administrative meeting comments] as
Exhibit 1):

‘Q. In some earlier discussion with Mr. Cowlishaw there was
discussion regarding OSS measures and Southwestern Bell's
contention -- well, let me make sure I understand. Is it Southwestern
Bell's position that because the OSS are regional, as their contention
is, that the performance of those systems should be fairly consistent
state to state within the SWBT region?

‘A. They should be consistent if the proportionate types of
orders are issued for Oklahoma CLECs is the same as for the other
states, and yes, they would be consistent.

‘Q. But that logical process wouldn't necessarily be applicable
for other kinds of measures, like, for example, a provisioning
measure which may vary by central office staffing and other state
specific and location specific reasons.

‘A. No, it would not be. Logic would not carry forward, no.

‘Q. And where Southwestern Bell, as Ms. Ham discussed
earlier, might suggest that a state should look at Texas data or
regional wide data to support the Oklahoma application,
Southwestern Bell wouldn't argue -- it would be a mistake to simply
-- for this commission or any other state commission to simply adopt
performance measures and results from another state when you're
talking about provisioning measures, for example.

‘A.  Well, specifically provisioning measures and maintenance
measures, you can adopt the performance measurement. The
Business Rule, that's all applicable. What's different, because there's
different people working on the provisioning, there's different people
working on the actual maintenance, the performance for Oklahoma is
the performance for Oklahoma.

‘Q. And the same would be true for every SWBT state?

‘A. That's correct’.” ¢

In spite of the irrefutable admission, the Kansas commission approved its Staff’s

recommendation that used the exact rational in the area of DSL-related UNEs that SWBT agreed



was inappropriate and invalid. Moreover, as noted by the DOJ Evaluation, this flaw exists in

both the Kansas and Oklahoma applications.

IV. CONCLUSION

IP has made a significant investment in Kansas and Oklahoma including substantial
investments for collocation space and equipment. IP is attempting to move ahead and begin
providing xDSL services in both of these states in the immediate future. These sunk costs were
deployed largely because of IP’s belief that this Commission will not cede to pressure to: (1)
water down the requirements that flowed from the Texas 271 proceeding, and (2) assure that
SWBT fully and neutrally implements all collocation/DSL-related orders since the initial Texas
271 filing. Unfortunately, the result from the state proceedings has left the job far from
complete. It is up to this Commission to remind SWBT that a line in the sand was drawn in the
Texas 271 Order, the Line Sharing Order, the UNE Remand Order, etc. SWBT must raise its
application to that level before it can obtain 271 relief. To date, however, SWBT is woefully
short. Still, it is in SWBT’s ability to develop a sufficient application. IP’s initial comments, at
that the state level, carved out a path for SWBT to obtain 271 relief and the DOJ Evaluation is
not inconsistent with those comments.

Specifically, as stated in IP’s initial comments, “It is IP’s hope that working together, all
of the terms, conditions, and rates issues can be addressed with permanent or sufficient interim
proposals with streamlined process[es] so that the only remaining obstacle will be SWBT’s
demonstration of adequate DSL-related performance through sufficient commercial volumes or

in the alternative third party monitored test volumes.”’

®1d. at 3-5.

7 IP Initial Comments at 29-30.




December 11, 2000
Respectfully submitted,

IP COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

o 2, /////

Howard Siegel

Vice President of Regulatory Policy
1P Communications Corporation
502 W. 14" Street

Austin, Texas 78701

512/236-8387

STATE OF TEXAS )
)
COUNTY OF TRAVIS )

AFFIDAVIT OF HOWARAD SIEGEL
ON BEHALF OF 1P COMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION

)
Before me, the undersigned authority, on this ﬂth day of %Vember, 2000, personally
appeared Howard Siegel, who, upon being duly sworn, states the following:

1. My name is Howard Siegel. 1 am over the age of 21, of sound mind, and am
competent to testify as to the matters stated herein. 1 am the Vice President of
Regulatory Policy for IP Communications Corporation (“IP”). [ have personal
knowledge of the facts contained herein.

2. The facts contained in these comments and related attachments are accurate.
Moreover, 1 have personal knowledge as to this information through the due
course of my duties in my capacity as IP’s Vice President of Regulatory Policy.

Further Affiant sayeth not.

Howard Sieg€l

Sworn to and subscribed to before me this day of&%%gmber 2000, to certify which
witness mz hand and seal. %

“*e-. NORALVA CANO
E Notary Public

: Stale of Texas

* My Commission Expires

" NOVEMBER 01, 2004

Notary Public in and for the State of Texzi
My Commission expires: -0

C:\My Documents\Oklahoma 2711271 Reply Comments to FCC.DOC)




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Howard J. Siegel, have this 1 1™ day of December, 2000, caused a true copy of the

Reply Comments of IP Communications Corporation on SBC’s Applications for 271 Relief in

Kansas and Oklahoma to be served on the parties listed below:

Chairman William E. Kennard

Commissioner Harold W. Furchtgott-Roth

Commissioner Susan Ness
Commissioner Michael K. Powell
Commissioner Gloria Tristani

Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" St., S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

Layla Seirafi

U.S. Department of Justice
Antitrust Division, Suite 8000
Telecommunications Task Force
1401 H Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530

John Stanley

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C 20544

Dorothy Attwood

Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20544

James D. Ellis

Paul M. Mancini

Martin E. Grambow

SBC Communications, Inc.
175 E. Houston

San Antonio, TX 78205

Janice M. Myles

Policy and Program Planning Division
Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" St., S.W., Room 5-B-145
Washington, D.C. 20554.

Michelle Carey

Chief, Policy and Program Planning
Division

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20544

ITS, Inc.
445 12" St., SW.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Geoffrey M. Klineberg

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd & Evans,
P.L.L.C.

1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20036

Counsel for SBC

Antony Petrilla

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007-5116
Counsel for Adelphia, Connect!




Katherine D. Farroba

Deputy Chief

Policy and Program Planning Division
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20544

Jonathan Askin

General Counsel

ALTS

888 17™ Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Geraldine Mack

AT&T Corporation

295 North Maple Ave
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

Mark E. Haddad

Ronald S. Flagg

Peter D. Keisler

David L. Lawson

Sidley and Austin

1722 Eye Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
Counsel for AT&T Corporation

David J. Newburger

Newburger & Vossmeyer

One Metropolitan Square, Suite 2400
St. Louis, MO 63102

Counsel for Campaign for
Telecommunications Access

Brad E. Mutschelknaus

Ross A. Buntrock

Kelley Drye & Warren LLP

1200 19" Street, N.W., Suite 500
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for e.spire

Michael J. Shortley, I

Associate General Counsel

Global Crossing Telecommunications, Inc.
180 S. Clinton Ave.

Rochester, NY 14646

Kevin Hawley

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K St., N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Counsel for KMC Telecom

Robert W. McCausland

Vice President, Regulatory and
Interconnection

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1950 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 3026

Dallas, Texas 75207-3118

Pace A. Duckenfield

Counsel

Alliance for Public Technology
919 18" Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20006

Karen Nations

Senior Attorney

Metromedia Fiber Network Services, Inc.
One Meadowlands Plaza

East Rutherford,NJ 07073

Jane Van Duzer

Senior Counsel

Focal Communications Corp.
200 North LaSalle Street
Suite 1100

Chicago, Il 60601

A. Renee Callahan
Willkie Farr & Gallagher
Three Lafayette Centre
1155 21% St.,, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for Sprint

Bret Lawson

Eva Powers

Janet Buchanan

Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 S.W. Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604-4027

Joyce Davidson

Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Office Building

2101 N. Lincoin Blvd.

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Commissioner Bob Anthony
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Building

2101 N. Lincoln Bivd.

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000




Commissioner Ed Apple

Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Building

2101 N. Lincoln Blvd.

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Terry J. Romine

Director of Legal and Regulatory Affairs
Adelphia Business Solutions, Inc.

One N. Main Street

Coudersport, PA 16195

Genevieve Morelli

Andrew M. Klein

Kelley Drye and Warren LLP
1200 19" Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
Counsel for KMC Telecom

Chair John Wine

Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604-2425

David R. Conn

Deputy General Counsel & AP
Richard S. Lipman

Associate General Counsel
McLeodUSA Incorporated
McLeodUSA Technology Park
6400 C Street, SW

Cedar Rapids, lowa 52406-3177

Walker Hendrix

Citizen’s Utility Ratepayers Board (CURB)

1500 SW Arrowhead Rd
Topeka, KS 66604-4027

Merle R. Blair

President & CEO

Greater Topeka Chamber of Commerce
120 SE 6" Avenue, Suite 110

Topeka, KS 66603-3515

Lisa C. Creighton

Sonneschein, Nath & Rosenthal

4520 Main Street

Suite 1100

Kansas City, MO 64111

Counsel for lonex Communications, Inc.

Commissioner Denise Bode
Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Jim Thorpe Building

2101 N. Lincoln Blvd.

Oklahoma City, OK 73152-2000

Keith L. Seat

Senior Counsel

Federal Law and Public Policy
WorldCom, Inc.

1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Commissioner Cynthia Claus
Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66604-2425

Commissioner Brian Moline
Kansas Corporation Commission
1500 SW Arrowhead Road
Topeka, KS 66606-2425

Michael Donchoe

Vice President-Legal

Joann Russell

Director-LEC Relations

MclLeod USA Incorporated
CapRock Communications Corp.
15601 Dallas Parkway - Suite 700
Dallas, TX 75001

Patricia Ana Garcia Escobedo
ConnectSouth Communications, Inc.
9600 Great Hills Trail 250E

Austin, TX 78759

Mary C. Albert

Morton J. Posner

Regulatory Counsel

Allegiance Telecom, Inc.

1150 Connecticut Ave., NW., Suite 205
Washington, DC. 20036

Carrington F. Philip

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
Donald L. Crosby

Senior Counsel

Cox Communications

1400 Lake Hearn Drive, NE
Atlanta, GA 30319




Lisa C. Creighton

Sonneschein, Nath & Rosenthal
4520 Main Street

Suite 1100

Kansas City, MO 64111

Counsel for lonex Communications, Inc.

Gene Spineto
Telecommunications Manager
Environmental Management Inc.
Post Office Box 700

Guthrie, OK 73044-0700

Glen Reynolds

Associate Bureau Chief

Common Carrier Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20544

Carrington F. Philip

Vice President, Regulatory Affairs
Donald L. Crosby

Senior Counsel

Cox Communications

1400 Lake Hearn Drive, NE
Atlanta, GA 30319

Patrick J. Donovan

D. Anthony Mastando

Swidler Berlin Shereff Friedman, LLP
3000 K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Counsel for Focal Communications



